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Christ Is Risen! 





Xpuctoc BocKpece! 
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PACIOPAXKEHHA 


Ilo paenopaxennw Bpemenno Yupapanwuero 
Ax3zapxaTom BarcokonpeocpamenHoro Apxnennckona 
Ajama: 

1) IIporonepefi Koema TopOaues ocBodoxraetca 
OT JOAKHOCTH HacToOATead CepacbumoscKot TepKan B 
KomOpuaxe, Macc. 4 YBOJbHAeTCA B OTHYCK 110 60- 
Je3H. 

2) Ilporonepeii Moana Bopyx nasnayaerca HacTOs- 
tease IIpanocaaBnot Ilepxen B Bypray, mrata Hopt 
Kaposafina. 


NO SK3APXATY 


3) Caamenank Bacnanii Rapnesena ocpobowyen 
oT HacTosTeabcTBa HukosaescKon Iepkeu B Insrodpm, 
MUHH. H YBOAbHAeTCA B OTIYCK Jaa mpo_ormeHuA 


oOpas0BaHHa. : 
a 


4) I[pnxoqam DR3apxata, HaCTOATeAAM H 1CcadOM- 
IHKAM peliaraeTcA akkypaTHoO BHOCHTH 2%, B3HOC 
Ha Enapxuw, cordacno noctanopienua Hbw-loprK- 
cxoro Cbesya JlyxopenctBa H Mupsn 1948 roga. 





CBATBIE PYGCKON WEPKBH 


(Anpeas no emapomy cmu.ri ) 





1-—Cr. Ilpeno,o0nnhit EBOUMUNM Cy3qaapcrnii. 
3 —Cs. Upenogodnnit HERTAPHH Beaenknii. 
1—(n. Ipenogo6npali HOCH® Tegepernii. 
Cp. Upeno,odnniii 3SOCHMA 
6—Cp. myyennk ITABE.1, 
7-—Cs. TEOPPHH, muarponoanut Mutusencrun. 
Cn. [peno,o0nmi HI. Copcrnii. 
Cr. penoqoonnl JTAHUMLAT TMepeacaascenii. 


8—(Cs. [peno,o6nmhi PY® Tocaymansnii Meuep- 
ckKHi. 


— 
_ 


‘p. Tpeno,odnnfi VAROB Mesesnodopcrnii. 

‘sp. TIpenoqo6nne EB®HMMUN nu XAPHTOH 
CaHKeMCKHe. 

‘sp. BAPCOHO®UM, Enuckon Trepcrofi. 


‘sp. BACH.IUM, Enncron Pasancknii. 


14—Cn. Myyennku JJntropcxne: HOAHH, AHTOHHT 
nu EBCTA®HM. 


~ 


ho 
jim, jl 


15—Cr. Baaroz. Bea. Kua3sn MCTHC.TAB Beangnii. 
16--Cp. [penoxo0naa Kuaruna PEO JLOPA. 
17—Cs. [penogodunii 30CHMA Cosaoneuknii. 


18--Cr. Inenogodune EBOHMUT, AHTOHIM 1 
®ETUKC Kopeancrue. 


‘B. [Ipeno,o0npii ATERCAHJLP Omesencruii. 
‘s. Mygennk TABPHIAT maagenen. 


21s. HU®OHT, Enneron Hosroporcknit. 


23—Cp. Baanwennpiii TEOPTHEM Xpuera paan wpo- 
Bb. 


20 


~— 


ho 
~— 
~ 


‘B. Upenoqodunit CABBA Teyepcrnii. 
‘B. [penogodnnit CULIBBECTP O6nopernii. 


bo 
A 
~ 


Lo 
=~ 
oS 
an 


‘p. CTE®AH, Ennekon u Wpocrerurean TWepm- 
CKHA. 


to 
~1 
~ 


‘p. CTE®AH, Enuckon Boanacenii. 


28-——Cr. RUPHALA, Ennckon Typoscrnii. 


B matuuuy 13-ro cero anpena BHe3anHO CKOHYAaJICA 


Hactostemb HukonaescKkok Llepkeu B Voxurcton (Oxaiio) 


NPOTOMEPEM HXKOJIAM JIEBULLKHA. 


Tlorpe6enne cocrosnocb B NOHeAeNbHHK 16-ro anpena. 
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There are certain times when the Church bids us to 
fast. This means that we must not eat certain foods such 
as meat, milk, butter, eggs, etc. It means particularly that 
we must give up things we like for the love of Our Lord 
Jesus Christ Who gave His very life for us. But fasting 
is not just giving up nice food or maybe movies or 
sweets; it is far more an attempt to be unselfish and re- 
penting of our sins. Fasting is a time when we subdue 
our body and its desires for the material things so that 
we may receive spiritual good things. 

The Church, following Our Lord’s teaching and ex- 
ample has set aside special days and times for self-denial 
and penitence called ‘‘fasts."” In the Orthodox Church 
there are four greater fasts, and of these the Fast before 
Pascha (or Easter as it is commonly called) is the most 
important. The pre-Paschal Fast is divided into two 
parts’ 1) The Holy Quadragesima and 2) the Fast of 
Passion Week. The Holy Quadragesima begins the 
Monday following Cheese Fare Sunday and lasts for for- 
ty days until the Eve of Lazarus Saturday. The Passion 
Week Fast begins on Great Monday and continues up 
until Easter midnight. 


* 
* 


During the great solemn days of Passion Week we 
remember how Jesus was betrayed, seized, tortured, cruci- 
fied, died, and was buried. The services of the Church 
during Passion Week show us in symbols, readings, and 
hymns, the story of Our Lord's love for us and His sac- 
rifice for our sake. 

On Lazarus Saturday, the Saturday before Palm Sun- 
day, we see how Jesus raised His friend Lazarus from the 
dead. He knew Lazarus was sick but He waited until he 
died before He went to him. Jesus knew His own Death 
was near. He knew how terrified and bewildered His 











The Significance of Passion Week and Pascha 


disciples would be. He waited until Lazarus had been 
dead four days to bring him back to life so that’ His dis- 
ciples and other people could see that He had power 
over death. 

The next day, Palm Sunday, Christ entered Jerusalem 
riding on on a donkey. He came to Jerusalem just be- 
fore the Jewish Passover which He wanted to observe 
with His disciples. When Jesus entered the city, the 
people met him with shouts of joy, and spread palm 
branches before Him as He rode thru the streets. They 
greeted Him as a King, come to set the people of Israel 
free from bondage. The palm branches they used were 
an ancient symbol of victory; today they symbolize the 
triumph of Christ over death. On Palm Sunday in Rus- 
sia the weather usually is too cold to obtain palms so 
that willows are substituted instead. In this country 
they are still used in many parishes though palm bran- 
ches can be obtained. 

The solemn days of mourning begin with Monday of 
Passion Week. On Holy Monday the Church commemor- 
ates Joseph of the Old Testament who was betrayed by 
his brothers, but who after many sufferings triumphed 
and came into his own glory. He is regarded as a proto- 
type of Christ. The Gospel of the day tells the parable 
of the barren fig tree and the evil husband teaching that 
those who do unrightly thereby forfeit the Kingdom of 
Haven. 

On Holy Tuesday we listen to Christ's replies to the 
wily questions of the Pharisees and Scribes who tried to 
trap Him; to his stern rebukes of their cruelty and de- 
ceit. The parables of the Ten Maidens and of the Tal- 
ents remind us how we should always keep watch on 
our conscience and use in God's service any gift or talent 
we have received from Him. The Hymns of Tuesday 
bid us prepare to meet the Heavenly Bridegroom, who 
receives into His chamber only such as have bridal gar- 
ments woven of virtues—those who meet Him with the 
lighted lamp of faith and good deeds, and have not hid- 
den but increased the talents given them by God. 
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On Great Wednesday the Church remembers the act 
of love of the sinful woman who, at the supper at 
Simon's, poured myrrh—precious ointment on Jesus’ 
Head and though she did not know it, “prepared Him 
for burial.’’ And in contrast we hear of the dark act of 
Judas, whose greed led him to betray his Master. He 
went in secret to the chief priests and bargained with 
them to betray Jesus for thirty pieces of silver. All the 
lections and hymns of the day warn us to beware of 
greed and love of money ,which could tempt even 
an apostle of Christ. We too can betray Him, if we let 
greed and selfishness get hold of us, while every deed of 
humility and love at once brings us near to Him 

Great Thursday commemorates Christ's Last Supper 
with His disciples. The Gospel tells how Jesus, the King 
of all, in order to give an example of humility and love 
stooped down and washed the feet of His disciples. It 
tells of the institution of the Holy Sacrament of His 
Body and Blood; Jesus’ last talk with the Apostles, and 
how He told them they would all fail and forsake Him 
that night; Peter's rash promise that he would always 
remain faithful; His prayer and agony in the Garden of 
Gethsemane; how He was seized and led away to the 
High-priests’ court; the mockings and cruel questions 
and how Jesus wearing a Crown of thorns, beaten and 
insulted by the soldiers, was led before Pilate 

Good Friday is the most solemn day of Passion Week 
and of the whole Christian year. It commemorates the 
Passion and Crucifixion of Christ. No Liturgy is celeb- 
rated on Good Friday since we venerate the Supreme 
Sacrifice offered this day on Golgotha by Jesus Christ. 
This is a day of mourning and strict fasting. If fact, 
many pious people do not eat or drink anything in order 
that they may devote their time to meditation on the 
Lord’s sufferings. Solemn Vespers are said in the after- 
noon at the time of Jesus’ Death. At this service the 
Epitaphion or Winding Sheet is brought out of the 
Sanctuary and placed in the middle of the church. This 
is a painting, generally on canvas, representing Christ 
entombed, in memory of the taking down from the cross 
of the Body of Christ. On Friday evening the Burial 
Matins is sung. A long solemn dirge is sung and read 
over the bier on which the Epitaphion is lying. This 
bier, which represents Christ’s tomb, is surrounded by 
flowers and candles. Following the hymns of lamenta- 
tion there is a procession around the Church with the 
Winding Sheet carried aloft. All present at this service 
hold: lighted candles in their hands. At the close of 
Matins alf the people venerate the “Sepulcher.’ 


Holy Saturday in particular commemorates the en 
tombment of Christ and His descent into Hades. On 
this day the Liturgy of St. Basil the Great is celebrated 
and is combined with Vespers. As the latter service has 
reference to the next day—Sunday, the hymns com 
memorating the entombing of Christ alternate during 
the Liturgy with those belonging to the Sunday service. 
The Gospel read is that of the Resurrection. The Liturgy 
ends on Holy Saturday with the blessing of bread, wine, 
and oil for the restoration of the strength of the faith 


ful. According to the ancient custom the people should 
spend this entire day and evening in the church listening 
to the reading from the Acts of the Apostles. 

Shortly before midnight the Midnight Service or Noc- 
turns begins and all of the candles are lit. At the con- 
clusion of this service the Epitaphion is taken from the 
bier and silently placed upon the Altar where it reposes 
until the Feast of the Ascension. This is done in memory 
of the Lord's forty days sojourn upon earth with His 
disciples after His Resurrection, Then all reverently 
await the stroke of midnight. 


* 
aK 


Then Pascha: The Feast of Feasts begins; the bells 
peal out; the Holy Doors open; all the lights blaze up; 
the priest in shining festal vestments comes forth from 
the Sanctuary singing, “Thy Resurrection, O Christ our 
Savior, angels sing in Heaven; grant us on earth to glori 
fy Thee with a pure heart.’’ The Procession begins and 
the Choir and people take up the same chant and the 
faithful circle the church three times in memory of the 
Myrrh-bearing Women who went to the Sepulcher in 
the dim morning to anoint the Body of Christ with 
myrrh. 


The Procession stops at the church doors or vestibule 
and the celebrant begins there the Easter Matins service 
in memory of the women who first received the news of 
the Resurrection at the entrance of the Tomb. The Litur 
gy is celebrated right after Matins and the words, 
“Christ is Risen’ are heard throughout both services 
The Gospel Lesson of the Paschal Liturgy is noi that of 
the Resurrection but the prologue to the Gospel of Saint 
John: “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word 
was with God, and the Word was God...” This is to 
show that Jesus Christ was eternally God and manifested 
His Divinity to the world by His Resurrection. It is cus 
tomary, on this day, to read the Gospel in several lan 
guages as a token that Christ's teaching is for all men 

On Easter and Easter Week the doors of the Sanctuary 
are left open as a symbol that by Christ’s Death and 
Resurrection He has opened the doors of His Kingdom 
to all believers. Nobody kneels during Easter Week be- 
cause it is a time of joy: All sins are forgiven. It is for 
this reason that kneeling and prostrations are forbidden 
by the Church on Sundays: Every Sunday throughout the 
year is in commemoration of Pascha 


The whole of Easter Week is kept as one glorious 
Feast. It is called “Holy and Radiant Week.’ In Ortho 
dox countries it is the custom to peal the church bells 
all day. Among some of the customs connected with 
Pascha is the blessing of eggs, cheese, and meat, thus 
proclaiming the end of the Great Fast. These are blessed 
by the priest after the midnight services or during the 
whole day of Easter. People exchange among their 
friends colored eggs usually red-dyed. The egg symbol- 
izes the renovated life, received through the Blood of 
Christ the Savior 
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Dissident Russians in America 


Rev. FEODOR KOV ALCHUK 
Baltimore, Maryland 


INTRODUCTION 


A great portion of the January 1951 issue of the 
Russian Orthodox Journal, a monthly publication of 
the Federated Russian Orthodox Clubs, (FROC), was 
devoted to describing the activities and reports of an 
“All-American Sobor.” Unaware, perhaps, are many 





Rev. Theodor Kovalchuk 


of the young people, to whom the FROC Journal is 
dedicated, of the facts regarding the true nature of an 
ecclesiastical organization—The Church. The “Great 
Sobor of December 1950" was merely a s'ezd—a 
conclave or convention, for the term “SOBOR” has 
another connotation. The misleading attempts to justi- 
fy a non-canonical status of the “Metropoly™ have been 
poorly presented. Especially, “An Open Letter,” by 
Paul Fekula (p. 12) seems to ring out the cry for dis- 
unity and separation from the Holy Body of Christ. In 
our materialistic era we have stooped to nearly combine 
politics and Church as synonymous expressions. In view 
of Mr. Fekula’s statement that “our jurisdiction has 
presented the situation in proper perspective to the 
American public,” it seems to us to indicate an apology 
for the schismatic nature of the “Metropoly.” We feel 
it to be our sacred duty to bring out certain pertinent 
facts in this struggle of political aspersions versus the 


spiritual truths of the One Undivided Church of Christ. 

By citing berdyaev (34) and Curtiss (37), we do 
not necessarily conform totally with their opinions. 
Rather, we include their views as an objective review 
of reasoning relative to the overall Church problem in 
related fields of historical research. 

We do not imply to support any one type of political 
system as opposed to another. We merely hope to evalu- 
ate our findings in the light of spiritual religious free- 
dom as it applies to the Church. Our point is not in 
discussing whether a government wants to “use” the 
Church (perhaps I would like to “use” my senator, 
counsilman, etc., or vice versa), but in how the hierar 
chy acts in questions relating to the Church. We feel 
the important issue to be in the freedom of adherence 
to dogma, doctrine and canons of the Church rather 
than in the support or non-support of an existing polit- 
ical regime. Referring directly to the Church question 
as it concerns the hierarchy and religion in the USSR, 
General W. B. Smith, the Ameridan Ambassador to 
Moscow, pointed out that ‘after 30 years of anti-relig- 
ious propaganda and persecutions, is impressive proof 
that the state as of this date still has not suceeded in 
establishing absolute moral dominion over the masses of 
people outside the Communist party.” (a) He further 
refers to the real religious upsurge by stating: “direct 
efforts to capture that which is God's has been quietly 
but decisively rejected by the masses” and “certain 
sources of emotional enthusiasm have been lost to state 
control.” (b). 

The power and the freedom of The Church lie in 
the fact that It exists not “because” of the Communist 
regime, but “in spite of” it. The regime which seeming: 
ly carries on its “scientific” ideological struggle against 
religion, tolerates the Church’s existence, Its schools, 
Its press, etc. In order to more effectively circulate 
Its press, the Church loses nothing by publishing 
official versions of “thé fight for peace” or “greetings 
to Stalin.” This appears to be the price which the 
Church pays for Its publicity. Thank God, this does 
not infringe upon the dogmas nor the canons. In the 
final analysis, when speaking of The Church, we must 
remember that It is by far greater and above any re 
gime and in reality does not depend upon any temporal 
power for its existence. 

(a) Walter Bedell Smith, “My Three Years in Moscow, 
(Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott Co. 1950), p. 261. 

(b) Ibid., pp. 264-5 
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RUSSIAN CHURCH IN AMERICA 


In our constant petitions to Almighly God during 
ektenias, the Priest or Deacon ask ‘‘for the peace of the 
whole world, for the welfare of God's holy Churches 
and for the union of them all, let us pray to the Lord.” 
The “union of them all” not only refers to all Christen- 
dom but also to those who have separated from unity 
with their respective Canonical Bodies. Without any 
doubt these same petitions are used by the present schis 
matic group of Russian Orthodox in America. In this 
paper we shall refer to this group as the ‘“Theophilites.”’ 
Either the words of the above petition fall on ‘ears that 
do not hear” or they are mechanically reiterated because 
they have been “in the books.’ We specifically refer to 
the Theophilites who are now headed by Metropolitan 
Leonty Turkevich and who have drifted away still fur- 
ther from unity with the Ecumenical Church by their 
actions of the so-called Eighth All-American Sobor 
(New York City, December, 1950). 

The term schism is defined as a division or separation; 
it is a formal division or separation in the Christian 
Church (Webster's Dictionary). The Theophilites have 
reaffirmed their schismatic stand at the 8th All-Amer- 
ican Sobor by which they “‘reject attempts. at domination 
from two directions: (1) from the Patriarch of Moscow 
and (2) from the so-called “Synod Outside of Russia.”! 
By this action they have formally separated themselves 
from the main body of the Russian Orthodox Catholic 
Church and thereby from Ecumenical Orthodoxy. To 
date, we know of no intercommunion between this group 
and any one Eastern Ortodox Catholic Patriarch. 

The unity of The Church is not threatened by the 
actions of one small group for ‘The Church, according 
to St. Cyprian, is ‘una et sola a Domino constituta’; re- 
ligious communities divided from her, whether by heresy 
or by schism, cease to be members of the One Church; 
and their existence, therefore, does not destroy the unity 
of the Church.’’? 

We admonish our brethren to take cognizance and 
hold fast the true faith for you are now favorably pre- 
pared by the schism to go even further. The Russian 
philosopher and theologian of the early 19th Century, 
A. Khomyakov, points out that 

by the will of God the Holy Church, after falling 
away of many schisms, and of the Roman Patriar- 
chate, was preserved in the Greek Dioceses and 
Patriarchates, and only those communities can ack- 
nowledge one another as fully Christian which 
preserve their wvity with the Eastern Patriarchates 
or enter this unity... 


1 John Daniluk & Paul Fekula, “The Great 8th All American 
Sobor,” Russian Orthodox Journal, 24:5-7, and 30, January, 
1951. 


2 Metropolitan Chrysostom, ‘The Nature of the Church,” 


The Orthodox Catholic Review, 1:288, July-August, 1927. 


3 Serge Bolshakoff, The Doctrine of the Unity of the Church, 
(London: Society for the Promotion of Christian Knowledge, 
1946), p. 168. 


He also “‘affirmed that none but a person in common 
union with the Eastern Patriarchs might be a member of 
the true Church.’’4 


Eastern Christians firmly believe that the Holy 
Spirit guides and protects from error those mem- 
bers of the Church who obey his will and live 
in unity among themselves. Generations of Chris- 
tians succeed one another, new nations join the 
ranks of the Church, new forms of education are 
introduced, discoveries in science and in art are 
made; but the Holy Spirit keeps watch and re- 
veals the same truth to every age and race. There 
is therefore no better guarantee for Christians that 
they are following the right path than for them to 
preserve organic unity with the Saints, the holy 
men and women of the past generations who have 
lived in communion with the Holy Spirit. This is 
achieved in the East by means of the Apostolic 
succession of the hierarchy’. 
To offer our comment on the above, we might ask our 
dissident brethren from where will you receive relics and 
the Holy Chrism so essential to the functioning of the 
living branches of the Church? Surely unity with an 
earthly hierarchy is necessary to receive these gifts? 
The Catechism of the Orthodox Church states that the 
Church “is a divinely instituted community of men un- 
ited by the Orthodox faith, the law of God, the hierar. 
chy, and the Sacraments.’’® At this point we must take 
notice of the term HIERARCHY. The Apostolical Canon 
34 (35) states, ‘the bishops of every nation must ack- 
nowledge him who is first among them and accord him 
as their head, and do nothing of consequence without 
his consent; ..’’? The First Ecumenical Council decreed: 
Let the ancient customs in Egypt, Libya, and 
Pentapolis prevail, that the Bishop of Alexandria 
have jurisdiction in all these, since the like is cus- 
tomary for the Bishop of Rome also. Likewise in 
Antioch and the other provinces, let the Churches 
retain their privileges. And this is to be universally 
understood, that if any one be made bishop with- 
out the consent of the Metropolitan, the great 
Synod had declared that such a man ought not to 
be a bishop. . .8 


In studying the commentaries (Notes) on this Ecumen.- 
ical Council we find that by Metropolitan is meant the 
chief or head hierarch of the respective national Church. 
Later they became known as Patriarchs. 


4 Ibid., p. 154. 
5 Nicolas Zernov, The Church of the Eastern Christians 


6 Catechism (San Francisco: The Murdock Press, 1901), 
(New York: The Macmillan Co., 1944), p. 57: 
p. 45. 


7 Select Library of Nicene & Post Nicene Fathers, Vol. 14. 
p. 595. 


8 Ibid., p. 15, Canon 6. 
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Canon 2 of the Second Ecumenical Council states: 
“The bishops are not to go beyond their dioceses to 
Churches lying outside of their bounds, nor bring con- 
fusion on the Churches;...% In the “Note” on this 
Canon we have the following: 


An exception to the rule against interference in 
other patriarchates was made with regard to those 
Churches newly founded amongst barbarous na- 
tions (not belonging to the Roman Empire), as 
these were of course obliged to receive their first 
bishop from ,strange patriarchates, and remained 
afterwards too few in number to form patriar- 
chates of their own and were therefore governed 
as belonging to other patriarchates as, for instance, 
Abyssinia by the Patriarchate of Alexandria’. 


The Church in America has been governed by the 
Patriarchate"! of Russia for nearly 150 years without 
canonical difficulty. For the consecration of new bishops, 
the consent and blessing was given by the Mother 
Church. And above all; we in America have been but a 
diocese and not a separate and distinct national Church, 
nor are we at present. As an example, we have witnessed 
uncanonical practices by the Theophilites in the form of 
creating new bishops. The First Ecumenical Council de- 
creed in Canon 4 that ‘‘a bishop is to be chosen of the 
province, or at least by three, the rest giving by letter 
their assent; but this choice must be confirmed by the 
Metropolitan.”!* Which Patriarch confirmed the selec- 
tion of bishops John (Shahovskoy), Dionysios (Diach- 
enko) and others? We can hardly consider this as being 
done in keeping with ‘Orthodox Tradition.” 


Canonical status of a body of Orthodox Catholic 
Christians infers unity which is “expressed outwardly 
by unity of Creed, and by the communion in Prayer and 
Sacraments.”13 This communion does not exist between 
the Theophilites and any Orthodox Catholic Patriarch. 
Other Canon Law can be quoted and applied but we 
feel that the position of the Theophilites as schismatics 
is obvious. 


His Holiness Patriarch Alexis refers to them as 
schismatics, and he is the supreme head of the Russian 
branch of Orthodoxy. Writing to His Eminence, The 
Most Reverend Archbishop Makarty, he says, 


9 Ibid., pp. 176-7. 
10 Ibid., p. 177. 


11 Although since the time of Peter the Great the Church of 
Russia was ruled by the Holy Synod, we refer to it as a Pat- 
riarchate for simplicity in exposition and because it was con- 
sidered autocephalous national ‘Church on equal basis with the 
other Eastern Patriarchates. By the restoration of the Patriar- 
chate in 1917-18, the Church again, assumed the Patriarchal 


status and has governed in the same manner. 


12 Nicene and Post Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church 
(Vol. 14 — The Seven Ecumenical Councils), (New York: 
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1900), p. 11. 


13 Catechism, op. cit., p. 47. 


We commission Your Eminence to announce to 
the clergy and the laity who cherish unity with our 
Church, that with Christ’s love we will accept their 
good intention and will consider the interdict 
placed upon them for stubbornly remaining in 
schism being withdrawn, provided they return to 
the Mother Church"*. 
We especially take notice of the declaration of His 
Eminence, Archbishop Makary, the ruling primate and 
Exarch of the Russian Orthodox Church in America, a 
saintly hierarch, a scholar and an educator for a great 
number of years, who states: 
From the standpoint of Canon Law, no Orthodox 
diocese or Metropolitanate can ever separate from 
its Mother Church and become an independent ec- 
clesiastical unit without the blessing and agreement 
of its Patriarch’, 
Archpriest Joseph Dzvonchik, an American by birth, 
Chancellor of the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese, and 
an old missionary in America, placed the facts directly in 
his statement: 
This group is not in Communion with the historic 
ecumenical Church and is therefore merely a sect, 
a dead branch of the great living tree of Ortho- 
doxy. Metropolitan Theophilus Pashkovsky and 
his bishops have been placed under suspension 
and any Sacraments performed by them are null 
and void?6, 
Another reference to the schismatic status of the 
Theophilite group, which was published in the New 
York Daily paper, Novoye Russkoye Slovo (27 Oct. 
1946), is admitted by 
five outstanding lay members of the Theophilite 
group, all churchmen and theologians, Professors 
Karpovich, Timasheff, Fedotoff, and Messers Zub- 
ov and Novitsky, published the following state- 
ment on the eve of the Cleveland Sobor: ‘For the 
Russian Orthodox Church in America the most 
natural way of such re-establishment (of canonical 
legality) is the return to canonical submission to 
the Mother Russian Church.. .”"!7 

A NON-ORTHODOX VERSION OF ORTHODOXY ? 

On the other hand, we have a quotation by Justices 
J. Van Voorhis and E. Dore of the Appelate Division 
of the State of New York courts who disagree with both 
churchmen and theologians. 

It seems to'us that, instead of being schismatics, 
the group in America to which plaintiff belongs is 
adhering, in so far as possible, to the Orthodox 


14 Patriarch Alexis, ‘““Latest Pronouncement on Church Unity,” 
One Church, 4:6-7, December, 1950. 


15 Archbishop Macarius, “On the Question of Communion,” 
One Church, 2:6 Janyary-February, 1948. 


16 Archpriest J. Dzvonchik, “An Appeal to the Youth,” One 
Church, 2:18-9, December, 1948. 


17 Archbishop Macarius, “The Church of Russia and Her 
American Branch,” One Church, 2:8-9, November, 1948. 
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Tradition, from which the Russian high church 
authorities departed when, yielding to force, they 
accepted what might be termed the Russian Or- 
thodox Church of the Communist Obedience’. 

In making a decision which concerns property rights 
to the 97th Street Cathedral (New York City), the 
honorable justices went further and voiced their opinion 
in strictly a religious controversy by declaring that the 
Theophilite group is not schismatic. Yet, churchmen and 
theologians of both the Church group and the schismatic 
group acknowledge the existence of the schism. It fol- 
lows that ecclesiastical laws are in force with respect to 
the discipline and authority in Religious matters and not 
the civil laws. (Ch) ase v..Cheney 58 Ill. 509 (1871) !°. 

A fundamental principle of American religious 
freedom is that secular courts have no jurisdiction 
over religious controversies and will not question 
any decision of a church tribunal relating to its 
internal affairs, in the absence of an interference 
with civil‘or property rights. Generally, matters of 
discipline, excision, faith, and practice are regarded 
as subjects of purely eccelesiastical cognizance. In 
such matters the religious tribunal is not only sup- 
reme, but it is wholly outside the realm of secular 
inquiry*®, (23 R. C. L. 429; 54 C. J. 79). 

We cite the edict issued by the highest Church author- 
ities on December 12, 1947. After careful consideration 
of all the facts in the case of the dissident group and 
its relation to the Mother Church, His Holiness the 
Patriarch and the Holy Synod saw fit. (As canonically 
there was no other choice) that the schismatic group be 
turned over to an ecclesiastical tribunal. 

Be it Decreed that: 


1) Metropolitan Theophilus and Bishops in accord 
with him: Archbishop Leonty of Chicago, John of 
Brooklyn, John of Alaska, and Bishop Nikon — 
for obstinate resistance to the appeals of the Moth- 
er Church for communion; for directing their flock 
into schism, in spite of the desires of the flock 
itself, as was voiced in the resolution of the Cleve- 
land Sobor; and first for the illegal placement of 
anathema upon Archbishop Makary for his re- 
union with the Moscow Patriarchate—submit to 
the court of a Bishop’s Council, in accord with 
Canons: 34 (Apostolical) 9, (Council of Antioch) 
and 15, (Quinsextun). 

The suspension placed upon Metropolitan Theo- 
philus 5 January 1935 by the Locum Tenens Met- 





18 Paul Fekula, “An Open Letter,” Russian Orthodox Jour- 
nal, 24:12, Jan. 1951. 

The quotation is in reference to the decision rendered in the 
court case over the property of St. Nicholas Cathedral—97th St. 
New York City. The Appelate Division of the courts reversed 
several previous decisions and ruled in favor of the schismatic 
group 4 to 3. (December 1950). 


19 W. G. Torpey, Judicial Doctrines of Religious Rights in 
Amtrica, (Chapel Hill: The University of No. Carolina Press, 
1948), p. 119. 


28 Ibid., p. 118. 


ropolitan Sergius and conditionally removed Jan- 
uary 1947 by His Holiness Patriarch Alexis of 
Moscow remain in force as a result of the unful- 
fillment of the conditions as set forth by the Pat- 
riarch toward reunion through the joint celebration 
(of the Eucharist) by Metropolitan Theophilus 
and the Most Reverend Exarch or with the re- 
presentative of the Patriarch-Metropolitan Grego- 
ty. This suspension extends to the above named 
Bishops, following Metropolitan Theophilus’ path 
of schism?!, 


The spiritual obligations of the schismatic group have 
not only remained unfulfilled but have been still F ther 
placed from fulfillment by the actions of the 8th All 
American Sobor (N. Y. C., 1950) and by the decision 
to omit direct mention of the Patriarch during prayers. 
“Civil authorities will not enforce spiritual obligations,” 
(Congregation of the Roman Catholic Church v. Martin, 
4 Rob. (La.) 62 (1843) and in the case of Schaeffer 
v. Klee (100 Md. 264, 59 Atl. 850 (1905) ), “the 
court denied that it possesed the power to decide spirit- 
ual affairs.”*4 It seems to us that the honorable justices 
of the New York Court have usurped their role of civil 
authority in deciding on the canonical validity of the 
Theophilites (see quotes previously mentioned). 


Freedom of religious worship cannot be main- 
tained if the civil courts invade the domain of the 
religious society, construe its canons, dictate its dis- 
cipline, and regulate its trials. That a Church with- 
out discipline must become, if it is not already, a 
church without religion is a truism?5, 


In the case of Chase v. Cheney, “‘as usual, the court 
stated that decisions of ecclesiastical courts determining 
what constitutes an offense against the laws of the relig- 
ious society are final.”*6 “Generally, civil courts will not 
assume jurisdiction to determine the validity of the 
judgement of a church tribunal expelling a member from 
further communion and fellowship in the religious so- 
ciety.” (54 C. J. 19)?7 


We might presume from the statement that the schis- 
matics are adhering “in so far as possible to the Ortho- 
dox tradition” actually to mean that they are not adher- 
ing far enough? If they are not adhering far enough, 
then they are not in keeping with Orthodox tradition. 
Irrespective of where the highest church tribunal or the 





21 Patriarch Alexis, “Epistle of the Patriarch of Moscow...,” 
Journal of the Moscow Patriarchate, January, 1948, pp. 11-12. 
(In Russian). 


22 Daniluk, “The Great 8th All Am...,” p. 5. 
23 Torpey, op. cit., p.-120. 

24 Ibid., p. 120. 

25 Ibid., p. 118. 

26 Ibid., p. 119. 


27 Ibid., pp. 128-9. 
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head is located, if it is duly recognized under the rules 
and regulations of “Orthodox tradition,’ and as in the 
case of Orthodox Catholicism, to be recognized and to 
be in Prayerful and Sacramental communion with all of 
the other autocephalous Orthodox Bodies (Patriarch- 
ates and National Churches), it is the legal highest 
church authority. The Theophilites cannot claim this es- 
sential minimum for a test of Orthodoxy. There can be 
no half way measure nor any “in so far as possible’ 
attempts to justify and misinterpret Orthodox tradition. 
In Orthodox tradition, which is the true Catholic Chris- 
tianity, there are no in between measures. Either you 
are or you are not a part of the Ecumenical (Orthodox) 
Church. 

In concluding our review of the schismatic nature of 
the Theophilites, for whom we see no canonical justifi- 
cation to be in schism, we cite several authorities. Arch- 
bishop Makary states: 

“The Church Canons show only one lawful basis 
for the rupturing of ties between a diocese and 
its authority—and that is deviation of the head 
from Orthodoxy?®. 

Dr. Robert P. Casey, head of the Department of Bib- 
lical Literature and History of Religion at Brown Univer- 
sity, has this to say: 

It is difficult to see how Russian Orthodoxy in 
America can establish an autonomy which will hold 
and be accepted by the rest of the Orthodox world 
on the basis of such ‘rregular canonical procedures 
as gave rise to the Theophilist Church in this coun- 
try. The last twenty-five years have been a period 
of great irregularity in Church discipline within 
Orthodoxy, but the recent trend in and outside 
Russia has been to correct anomalies and restore 
old and established ties. In America the Theo- 
phililists are an impressive majority. However, they 
represent a small fraction of the Orthodox world 
and are not likely to achieve permanent success by 
pursuing a course found impractical in France and 
Yugoslavia and condemned not only by the see of 
Moscow but by the other patriarchs of the Eastern 
Church. A schism may be large, but it remains a 
schism??. 

As a final reminder that unity is the basis for Ortho- 
dox tradition, we cite Father Kherbawi: 

Unity is most necessary and needful in the Church. 
A Church without unity is not the Church of 
Christ, but a “Synagogue of Satan,” and cannot 
prevail. By unity is meant that all the members of 
the true Church must be united in the same belief, 
doctrines, canons, rites, discipline, and worship*®. 


RUSSIAN HIGH CHURCH AUTHORITIES 
AND COMMUNIST OBEDIENCE 


We have witnessed an undeniable axiom that the 
Church in Russia has strenghtened herself and assumed 


28 Makary, “On the Question of Comm....,” p. 6. 

29 Robert Pierce Casey, Religion in Russia, (New York: 
Harper and Brothers, 1946), pp. 191-2. 

30 Archpriest Basil M. Kherbawi, The Old Church in the 
New World, (Binghampton, N. Y.: The Vail-Ballou Press, Inc., 
1930), p. 2. | 








her proper place in the religious life of her people. The 
basis for our contentions are the proofs of her acts. 

Reviewing some of the high lights accomplished by 

the Church in Russia in recent years, Archpriest Eugraph 

Kovalevsky of Paris, France, indicates: 
The subjugation of the Church to the State im- 
pedes ecumenical Orthodoxy, deprives the Church 
of her own indigenous life, and draws Orthodoxy 
into an alien, restricted, non-spiritual sphere. The 
200 years of the Synodal period (be. in 1721) 
were in the main similar tragic years for the ecu 
menical cognition of the Church—her widow. 
hood. Each state isolated its Church from the 
Churches of neighboring countries, and stifled 
their missionary fire by imposing on them non-ec- 
clesiastical tasks. The separation of the Church 
from the State which took place in Russia in 1918, 
and lately the separation of other Orthodox 
Churches from governmental powers, liberated 
the Church, leaving her to her own resources and 
returning her from worldly to heavenly pursuits*!. 

Since the time of the re-establishment of the Russian 
Patriarchate (1917), the Russian Church will have ad- 
ded in the history of Christ's Church many events which 
“may be said to have happened for the first time’’ indi- 
cating the true spiritual nature of her mission. Some of 
these: are: 

the re-birth of Western Orthodoxy, the Great Mos- 
cow Sobor, the termination of schisms, the journey 
of His Holiness, Patriarch Alexis to the Near 
East... For the first time in 1000 years of silence 
Western voices are heard in an Orthodox liturgical 
choir... Representatives of eight autocephalous 
Churches assembled at the Great Moscow Sobor 
of 1945 and four Patriarchs concelebrate together: 
The Pope of Alexandria, the Patriarchs of Antioch 
and Moscow and the Catholicos of Georgia... 
The 1937 ukase of our Holy Father Sergius (at 
that time still Locum Tenens) which accepted into 
the bosom of Orthodoxy Western Christian groups 
with their rites and traditions retained, opened 
limitless possibilities for Orthodoxy in the West, 
and revealed the true significance of the disper- 
sion of the emigration—a significance not political 
but religious; that of carrying Orthodoxy into the 
world and of preaching it in the ecumenical spi- 
rit... Through the initiative of the Second Great 
Moscow Sobor of 1945 the Bulgarian schism was 
ended and thus the excuse of all schisms was root- 
ed out and their prompt liquidation brought 
about . . .3° 

Returning recently from a European tour, Mr. Paul 
Anderson. has observed the following: 

For the past two years the Journal of the Moscow 
Patriarchate has been developing the idea of ecu- 
menic responsibility of the Russian Church claim- 
ing not merely the only true faith but primacy in 
its Mission. 

31 Archpriest Eugraph Kovalevsky, “Catholicity of Orthodoxy 
and the Russian Orthodox Church,” Journal of the Moscou 
Patriarchate, p. 49, Oct., 1946. 

82 Ibid., pp. 49-50. 
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Some would look upon this as merely a political 
move on the part of Moscow, but they would be 
selling short the profound and widespread relig- 
ious awakening now taking place in the Soviet 
Union. No competent observer questions that this 
is taking place. I am inclined to believe that the 
developments’ in Prague (elevating the rank of the 
bishop of Prague to that of Metropolitan-Exarch) , 
Tienstsin (consecration of a native Chinese Bishop 
—both paranthesis mine-——FK), and elsewhere 
represent the expression of the missionary calling 
of the Russian Church. Political elements and ob- 
jectives are not lacking. but they are only parasitic 
to evangelization, as have been the patriotic over- 
tones in American, or British, or French, or any 
other Protestant missionary work. 

What I am saying is that the Russian Orthodox 
Religion is something for the world to take note 
of. To assume that a spiritual reawakening there 
does not exist would be as stupid as to assume that 
the Chinese are not good soldiers**. 

We have only to look at the numerous achiements of 
the Church within the borders of the USSR itself to 
satisfy our doubts of the Church. The reapening of Sem- 
inaries and Theological Academies, procurement of a 
printing press, the reopening of monasteries, famous 
churches and cathedrals, etc., and the continuation of 
this process at present vouches for the "reawakening’’ 
of religious life in the USSR. Has not Christianity 
achieved its greatest spiritual heights as a result of 
fighting for its principles rather than merely assuming 
an adoption of “all’s well with the world so lets sit back 
and enjoy it?” The eminent philosopher and religious 
thinker Nicolas Berdyaev, who recently died in France, 
wrote in 1947: 

The Russian Church is accused of having estab- 
lished relations with the non-Christian Soviet Gov- 
ernment. But what government can be truly con- 
sidered as Christian, as being founded on a spiritu- 
al foundation? All churches are obliged to sub- 
sist in a world which is not Christian, and which 
is even hostile toward Christianity. Let us not for 
get that in the Constantinian period of history, the 
relations between Church and State were always 
abnormal. What is called the victory of the Church 
over the Empire, was in considerable measure a 
victory of the Empire over the Church. The Em- 
pire adorned itself with new robes, it changed its 
symbols, but it had remained in its essence true to 
its pagan nature... 

The Soviet rulers were obliged to recognize that 
the people's religious faith was still strong. Anti- 
religious propaganda had failed... The Church 
in Russia has always been and still is threatened 
by the danger of subservience to the State, of con- 
formism regarding those who exercise power. But 
this danger appears Jess threatening under the So- 
viet social order. The Soviet State is not Christian, 
it is not Orthodox, and this is a great advantage 
from the point of view of the Church, if com- 


33 Paul Anderson, ‘The European Mind, “The Living Church, 
pp. 20-1, January 71, 1951. 


pared to the Monarchic State which considered it- 
self Christian and Orthodox. Tsarism was sacred 
in its own eyes, and believed itself linked with the 
life of the Church. It interfered not only with the 
external affairs of the Church, but even with its 
inner existence... 

The Christians who believe themselves to be the 
retainers of the true faith are not to assume the 
role of accusers, the role of those who have re- 
mained pure. They too are accused, and must ex- 
piate the errors of the past. It is most important to 
recognize this. Nothing is easier for Russians liv- 
ing abroad than to clothe themselves in the white 
vestments of an uncompromising attitude. This 
reminds us very much of Pharisaism... 

Whatever may be the defects of the hierarchy, 
the Church in Russia maintains and fortifies the 
spiritual life of the people. It is that Church alone 
which can do this, it is that Church alone which 
limits the materialistic reign. This is a great good, 
which must be highly prized... It is difficult to 
understand what the Western adversaries of the 
Russian Church (adversaries both Russian and non- 
Russian) wish to happen. Do ‘they want the 
Church to be crushed?—Those who urge the 
Church in Russia to descend into the catacombs, 
are far from being in the catacombs themselves, 
and are unable to explain what they mean by these 
words. The Church must share the Russian people's 
destiny, it cannot abandon them during this pain- 
ful period of existence. The Church cannot draw 
itself away from life, in the name of the whiteness 
of its own robes. This would be in contradiction 
with its divine-human character*4. 

In our close scrutiny of events pertaining to the spiri- 
tual resurgence in the life of the Church we find no 
moment in its recent history whereby it can be termed 
a “Church of the Comunist Obedience,’ whatever poli- 
tical connotation this term might imply. We should be- 
gin by comparing the ‘‘pre-Soviet’’ Church period with 
the ‘Soviet’ period, if merely to evaluate the trend from 
a “protected” Church to the Church “militant.” Despite 
the “‘sanctified” position in the pre-Soviet period, and 
despite the fact that the Church was purified and 
strengthened as a result of the trials and tribulations, it 
does not give us the right to desire such a state of affairs 
as a normal position for the Church. The Church must 
naturally be on guard to oppose all evil and violence, 
consequently, oppose any ‘‘Revolution” as an overthrow 
by force of an existing government. Dr. P. A. Sorokin 


.of Harvard University points out: 


after the long pre-revolutionary period of gradual 
decline, followed by the tragic disintegration in- 
cident in the first phase of the Revolution, the 
Russian religious system rapidly began to revive, 
purified, sublimated, ennobled, and revitalized by 
the fiery ordeal of the crisis through which it had 
passed. It is now potentially as strong as that of 
any country—probably stronger than in many— 
possessing immense latent resources of faith and 
34 Nicolas Berdyaev, ‘The Church in Russia,” One Church, 
4:14-5, Jan., 1950. 
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moral power. Its present strategic situation and in- 
ternal constitution are such as to preclude any ap- 
prehension as to the future status of religion in 
Russia, pointing, indeed, to a spiritual renaissance 
as notable as any in the annals of Russian ecclesias- 
tical history®®. 

What we would like to believe as a Church existing in 
complete freedom under a “Christian” political system 
of the Tsars, we find its hands had been securely tied. 
In “external form’’ it certainly enjoyed many privileges, 
which is as it should be with the exception of also hav- 
ing absolute “internal” privileges. ‘Patronage, not ac- 
complishment, and sanctified privilege rather than hal- 
lowed labor, had been her props for many centuries.’’%® 
Internally, she became decadent. In his book, J. S. Cur- 
tiss reviews this decadence strongly, although seemingly 
biased and not altogether accuratedly. Curtiss points out 
that especially during the period between 1905 and the 
Revolution 

the Church possessed economic privileges of con- 
siderable importance, its rivals were hampered, and 
its own efforts aided, by the agents of the civil 
power... However, in spite of, and in part be- 
cause of, the closeness of this connection, all was 
not well with the Russian Church. Important sec- 
tions of the people were not firm in their allegi- 
ance to it; the intelligentsia and the factory work- 
ers could not be regarded as solidly loyal to the 
Church of their fathers. Even the peasants were 
somewhat infected with distrust and aversion... 

The Sobor was indefinitely postponed, and hope 
that the Church would achieve internal reform 
through its own efforts faded away**. 


It wasn’t until the period after the fall of the Mon- 
archy and the Soviet period dawned that the Church 
convened Councils (Sobors) for regulation of its life. 
The pro-Soviet period showed a weakness due to the 
nature of the great spiritual and moral breakdown 
among “churchmen” and others. It can, however, be 
pointed out that by external signs of crumbling the 
Church, irrespective of political surroundings, manifes- 
ted a great internal cohesion—cementing its true calling 
in the spiritual as opposed to the temporal realm. 

In 1920 in an interview granted by His Holiness Pat- 
riarch Tikhon to M. E. Harrison, a correspondent of the 
Baltimore Sun and the Associated Press, ‘‘he believed 
that the influence of the church on the lives of the peo- 
ple had been stronger than it had been in all its history,” 
and this was the result of the separation of Church and 
State®8, Miss Harrison continues: “my own observations 
bore out his assertions, though I believe that he rather 


35 Pitirim A. Sorokin, Russia and the United States (Lon- 
don: Stevens & Sons Limited, 1950), p. 83. (US publ., E. P. 
Dutton & Co. N. Y. C.). 


36 Casey, op. cit., p. 180. 

37 John Shelton Curtiss, Church and State in Russia (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1940), pp. 407-8. 

38 Marguerite E. Harrison, Marooned in Moscow (New 
York: George. H. Doran Company, 1921), p. 132. 





underestimated the strength of the religious movement 
in Russia at the present time.’’*® 

Having “direct contact with both Religion and Com- 
munism in the Soviet Union,’’#° Dr. J. F. Hecker in 
1933 had forseen a positive religious—not political— 
motivation for the resurgence of the Church. 

We may be sure the future lies not in the nega- 
tion of the past but in the affirmation of the new 
life for which the proletarian revolution has pre- 
pared the way, and the coming Communist class- 
less society should be the most favorable environ- 
ment for the development of a spiritual culture 
never before dreamed of by prophets, sages or 
poets*?. 

Continuing our survey brietly, Mme Iswolsky states: 

On the eve of the second World War the head 
of the godless organization, Emilian Yaroslavsky, 
was obliged to admit that Soviet propaganda was 
powerless to destroy religion: all the methods had 
proved inefficient. Yaroslavsky’s official report 
stated that two-thirds of the peasant population 
and one-third of the city population remained at- 
tached to “religious superstitions.’’4* 

We have been unable to unearth possible clues which 
might indicate that the Church has yielded to “Com- 
munist Obedience,” Paul Anderson states: 

There are those who maintain that the Orthodox 
Church is in the way of becoming again a state 
church, in light of the events of the war period. 
There are two reasons why this would seem to be 
a false assumption. In the first place, the Soviet 
government has given due recognition to other re- 
ligious bodies as well|.|.|. The second reason for 
rejecting the idea of a state church is that the Or- 
thodox Church itself, under its present leadership 
sees too clearly the distinction between its God- 
given and God-directed purpose and the material- 
istic albeit humanitarian character of the Soviet 
State to willingly accept any formal state-church or 
established church position. It desires to be, and 
feels itself to be the Church of the Russian people, 
not the Church of the Soviet State**. 

We cannot simply infer that because a temporal polit- 
ical system, which we dislike, exists and prevails in a 
nation, that the spiritual and religious system is part of 
that political system and is of its obedience. The spirit- 
ual deals with individuals—people and the salvation of 
their souls. The political, although dealing with people, 
has another type of ideal which is rational, and tries to 
dominate this other sphere. The Church is of the people 
and therefore, we might look to Berdyaev for an expla- 
nation of the distinction we have mentioned. 





39 Tbid., p. 133. 

40 Julius F. Hecker, Religion and Communism (New York 
John Wiley and, Sons, Inc., 1934), Preface X 

41 Tbid., p. 273. 

42 Helen Iswolsky, Soul of Russia (New York: Sheed and 
Ward, 1943), p. 181 

43 Paul Anderson, People, Church ad State in Modern Rus 
sia (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1944), pp. 213-4 
(By special permission of the Macmillan Co.) 
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To draw a distinction between nation and peo- 
ple, between what is of the nation and what is of 
the people, is not a mere matter of words. It is 
still more evident in other languages (nation et 
peuple; Nation und Volk). The people is a much 
more primary and natural reality than the nation. 
In the people there is something which lies be- 
yond the rational. The nation is a complex product 
of history and civilization, and so it is a product 
of rationalization|... The people means men and 
women, as enormous quantity of men and women 
who have attained to unity, taken a definite shape, 
and acquired their own specific qualities... The 
nation is a principle which dominates over men 
and women, it is a ruling idea..|. The nation is 
more intimately connected with the state than the 
people are|.|.. The people is eager to give expres- 
sion to its own nature and being, it establishes 
customs and a style, while the nation is bent upon 
expressing itself in the might of the state, it con- 
stucts the vehicles and agencies of power... In 
no degree does it set any store by culture... Na- 
tionalism attaches not the least value to spiritual 
cuture and it always persecutes the creators of it*. 


If we even permit ourselves to use the term Church as 
a cultural organization, we find no basis for its associa- 
tion in the formal sense with statetism—especially in 
the philosophy and tradition of the Eastern people. 
Therefore, the Church of Russia today can and must 
be internally free to develop and exercise its spiritual 
domain. Otherwise, we might be inclined to think that 
in reality no Church exists in the USSR today. 

By virtue of the acceptance of a position of safeguard- 
ing the spiritual interests of the people, the Church not 
only has survived but has become the Church militant 
in the society of heavenly principles. The abuse and per- 
secution of religion has always made it stronger for the 
“blood of the martyrs is the seed of the Church.” Nicolas 
Zernov, reviewing the historical sequence of the Russian 
Church, has written, 


The Church survived in Russia, and this fact 
was made plain by the re-establishment of the Pat- 
riarchate in Moscow in September 1943, when 
Metropolitan Sergius was elevated to the throne 
by an assembly of bishops. His election opened a 
new page in the history of the Russian Church. 
Under his wise leadership the Church reappeared 
in public life full of vigour and inspiration. As- 
sisted by several outstanding leaders, ... the Pat- 
riarch began to rebuild the ecclesiastical organiza- 


44 Nicolas Berdyaev, Slavery and Freedom (New York 
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1944), pp. 168-9 


tion by making appointments to vacant Sees, or- 
daining new priests, and reopening churches. 

The Patriarch Sergius died in May 1944, and 
this movement acquired still greater momentum 
under his successor, the Patriarch Alexis, who was 
elected in January 1945 by the Council of the Rus- 
sian Church, at which were present the Eastern 
Patriarchs and other delegates from sister Ortho- 
dox Churches. The new Patriarch was able to start 
the training of clergy in the Theological Institute 
in Moscow and in provincial Seminaries. He also 
received permission to print the books necessary 
for church services*®, 

We have attempted to present briefly some of the 
points which we hope will help to dispel the unwar- 
ranted criticisms and the biased attitudes of individuals 
and groups whose intents may be in question with re- 
spect to the hierarchy and the Church of Russia. In the 
spirit of Orthodox tradition, we can but fervently ap- 
peal that there will come about “but one fold and but 
one Pastor.” In reminding the honorable Justices of the 
New York Court that to refer to the Russian Orthodox 
Church as ‘“‘the Church of the Communist Obedience,” 
is merely a personal opinion based on no factual proof. 
Whereas, Dr. Casey clearly points out that 

the survival of the Church has, however, depended 
not only on her own adroit shift of ground but on 
the stubborn persistence of religion as a factor in 
human life... The growth of religion on Russian 
soil is indigenous’ and whether circumstances favor 
the Church or work against her, she has toughened 
her resistance, disciplined her body, and sharpened 
her wits for future effort. She has learned to feed 
her flock in lean pastures and to guard it with her 
pastoral staff from ravening wolves. In harmony 
with her own people through sharing their life 
she can at last say with assurance, In mundo pres 
suram habebitis; sed confidite, ego vici fundum*®, 

Let us, instead of seeding discontent, trying to justify 
uncanonical procedures, and dismembering the Body of 
Christ, strive for truly Orthodox tradition in unity of 
faith and discipline, and beseech, “Illumine our hearts, 
O God who lovest mankind, with the pure light of thy 
Divine knowledge, and open the eyes of our understand- 
ing to the comprehension of the proclamation of thy 
Gospel,’’47 so that we may realize ‘the welfare of, God's 
Holy Churches and the union of them all.” 


45 Nicolas Zernov, The Russians and Their Church (New 
York: The Macmillan Company, 1945), p. 165 

46 Casey, Religion ,p. 181, 

47 From the secret prayer of the celebrant before reading of 
the Gospe! during Divine Liturgy 
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iii 


Christ, when bearing witness to John the Baptist, 
called him, “the greatest of them that are born of 
women”, but he added, ‘He that is least in the King- 
dom of Heaven is greater that he.” Here Old Testament 
holiness is contrasted with the holiness that could be 
realized when the redemptive work of Christ was done 
and when “the promise of the Father’’ (Acts i. 14), the 
descent of the Holy Spirit, had filled the Church with 
the fulness of defying frace. St. John, although ‘more 
than a prophet’’, because he baptized the Lord and saw 
the heavens opened and the Spirit like a dove descend- 
ing on the Son of Man, died not having received the 
promise, like all the other witnesses in the faith, “of 
whom the world was not worthy’, who, according to the 
divine plan, “could not be made perfect without us” 
(Heb. xi. 37-40). “Without us’ means without the 
Church of Christ. It is only through the Church that the 
holiness of the Old Testament can receive its fulfilment 
in the age to come, in a perfection which was inacces- 
sible to men before Christ. 

Incontestably she who was chosen to be the Mother 
of God was at the summit of Old Testament holiness. 
If St. John the Baptist is called “the greatest’’ of those 
before Christ, that is because the greatness of the most 
holy Mother of God belongs not only to the Old Testa 
ment, where it is hidden and does not appear, but also 
to be glorified by all generations (Luke i. 48). The per- 
son of St. John remains in the Old Testament dispensa 
tion; the most holy Virgin passes from the Old Coven- 
ant to the New, and this transition in the person of the 
Mother of God shows us how the New Covenant is the 
fulfillment of the Old. 


The Old Testament is not only a series of prefigura- 
tions of Christ, which become decipherable after the 
Good News has come. Before it is that it is the history 
of the preparation of the human race for the coming of 
Christ, a story in which human freedom is constantly 
put to the trial by God. The obedience of Noah, the 
sacrifice of Abraham, the Exodus of God's people under 
the leadership of Moses, the journey through the desert, 
the Law and the Prophets, constitute a series of divine 
elections, in which some human beings remain faithful 
to the promise made to them, and others fail to be faith 
ful, so that they suffer punishments (the captivity and 
the destruction of the first temple). All the sacred his 
tory and tradition of the Jews is the tale of the slow and 
laborious journey of fallen humanity towards the “ful 
ness of time’, when the angel was to be sent to an 
nounce to the chosen Virgin the coming Incarnation of 
God and to hear from her lips the human act of consent 
to that which the divine plan of salvation accomplishes. 
Thus, according to a saying of St. John of Damascus, 
“The name of the Mother of God contains all the his- 


tory of the divine economy in this world” (De Fid. 
Orth., III. 12, P.G. 94 1024-32). 

This divine economy preparing the human conditions 
for the Incarnation of the Son of God is not a unilateral 
one; it is not a matter of the will of God making a tabu- 
la rasa of human history. In this saving economy Divine 
Wisdom is adapted to the fluctuations of human wills 
and to the different responses of men to the divine chal- 
lenge. It is thus that Wisdom hath built herself a house 
through the generations of the Old-Testament righteous 
men; her house 1s the all-pure nature of the Holy Vir- 
gin, whereby the World of God will become co-natural 
with us. The answer of Mary to the angelic annuncia- 
tion, ‘Behold the handmaid of the Lord; be it unto me 
according to thy word’, resolves the tragic problem of 
fallen humanity. All that God required of human liber- 
ty since the Fall is accomplished. And now the work of 
redemption, which only the Incarnate Word can effect, 
may take place. Nicholas Cabasilas said, in his homily on 
the Annunciation, “The Incarnation was not only the 
work of the Father and of his Virtue and his Spirit; it 
was also the work of the will and faith of the Virgin. 
Without the consent of the all-pure one and the co-ope- 
ration of her faith, this design would have been as un- 
realizable as it would have been without the intervention 
of the three Divine Persons themselves. Only after teach- 
ing and persuading her does God take her for his Mother 
and receive from her the flesh which she wills to offer 
to him. Just as he voluntarily became Incarnate, so he 
willed that his Mother should bear him freely, with her 
own full and free consent’’ (Jugie’s edition, Pafr. Orient. 
XIX. 2). 

From St. Justin and St. Irenaeus onwards the Fathers 
have often drawn attention to the contrast between the 
“two virgins’, Eve and Mary. By the disobedience of 
the first, death entered into the world. By the obedience 
of the second Eve, the Author of life became Man and 
entered into the family of Adam. But between the two 
Eves lies all the story of the Old Testament, the past 
from which she who has become the Mother of God 
cannot be divided. If she was chosen to take a unique 
part in the work of the Incarnation, that choice followed 
and concluded a whole series of other acts of election 
and a line of chosen people by whom it was prepared 
It is not for nothing that the Orthodox Church, tn her 
liturgical texts, calls David ‘the ancestor of God" and 
gives the same name of “‘the holy and just ancestors of 
God” to Joachim and Anna. The Roman Catholic dog 
ma of the Immaculate Conception, as it is unfortunately 
formulated, seems to break up this uninterrupted suc- 
cession of instances of Old Testament holiness, which 
reaches its term at the moment of the Annunciation, 
when the Holy Spirit came down upon the Virgin to 
make her fit to receive the World in her womb. The Or- 
thodox Church does not admit the idea that the Holy Vir- 
gin was thus exempted from the lot of the rest of fallen 
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humanity, the idea of a privilege making her into a be- 
ing ransomed before the redemptive work, by virtue of 
the future merits of her Son. It is not in virtue of a pri- 
vilege received at the moment of her conception by her 
parents that we venerate the Mother of God more than 
any other created being. She was holy and pure from her 
mother's womb, but not with a sanctity which places het 
outside the rest of humanity-before-Christ. She was not 
ini a state analogous to that of Eve before the Fall at the 
moment of the Annunciation. The first Eve, ‘the mother 
of all living”, lent her ear to the sayings of the seducer 
in the state of paradise, the state of innocent humanity. 
The second Eve, she who was chosen to become the 
Mother of God, heard and understood the angelic say- 
ing when she was in the state of fallen humanity. That 
is why this unique election does not separate her from 
the rest of humanity and from all her fathers, mothers, 
brothers, and sisters, whether saints or sinners, whose 
best part she represented 


Like other human beings, such as St. John the Bap 
tist, whose conception and birth are festivals of the 
Church, the Holy Virgin was born under the law of 
original sin, sharing with all other human beings their 
common responsibility for the fall. But sin never could 
become actual in her person; the sinful heritage of the 
fall had no mastery over her right will. Here was the 
highest point of holiness that could be attained before 
Christ, in the conditions of the Old Covenant, by one of 
Adam's seed. She was without sin under the universal 
sovereignty of sin, pure from every seduction in a hum- 
anity enslaved by the prince of this world. She was not 
placed above history in order to serve a special divine 
decree; she realized her unique vocation while in the 
chains of history, sharing the common destiny of all men 
awaiting salvation. And yet, if in the person of the 
Mother of God we see the highest peak of Old Testa- 
ment holiness, her own holiness is not limited thereby, 
for she also surpassed just as much the highest peaks of 
the holiness of the New Covenant, and realized the 
greatest sanctity which the Church can attain. 

iv 

The first Eve was taken out of Adam: she was one 
who, at the moment of her creation by God, took unto 
herself the nature of Adam, to be complementary to him. 
We find an inverse relationship in the case of the New 
Eve; through her the Son of God became the Last Adam, 
by taking unto himself. human nature. Adam was before 
Eve; the Last Adam was after the New Eve. But we can- 
not say that the humanity assumed by Christ was a com- 
plement of the humanity of his Mother. It is the human 
ity of a divine Person, that of the Heavenly Man (1 
Cor. xv. 47-48). The human nature of the Mother of 
God belongs to a created person, who is engendered ot 
the issue of the earthly man. It is not the Mother of God, 
but her Son, who is the Head of the New Humanity, 
as ‘he is the Head of the body, the Church, which is his 
body’; the Church is the complement of his Humanity 
(Eph. i. 22-23). Therefore it is through her Son, and 
in his Church, that the Mother of God could attain the 
perfection reserved for those who should bear the image 
of the Heavenly Man (1 Cor. xv. 49). 


We have already indicated a close connection between 
the person of the Mother of:God and the Church, when 
speaking of tradition as personified, as it were, by her, 
before the Church existed. She who bore God according 
to the flesh also kept in her heart all the sayings that re- 
vealed the divine nature of her Son. This is a testimony 
concerning the spiritual life of the Mother of God. It 
shows us that she was not simply an instrument, who 
willingly let herself be used in the Incarnation; she was 
also a person who sought to realize, in her own con 
sciousness, the meaning of the fact of her divine mater 
nity. After having offered her human nature to the Son 
of God, she sought to receive through him that which 
she did not yet have in common with him, participa- 
tion in the divine nature. It is in her Son that the ful- 
ness of the Godhead dwelt bodily (Col. ii. 9). The 
natural connection which linked her to the God-Man 
did not, in itself, confer upon her person the state 
and privilege of deification, although the Holy Spirit 
came to her to make her fit to accomplish her unique 
task. In this sense, the Mother of God, as she was 
before the day of Pentecost, and before the Church 
was, still belonged to the humanity of the Old Testa- 
ment, and was among those who waited for the prom- 
ise of the Father, expecting to be baptized with the 
Holy Spirit (Acts i. 4-5). 

Tradition shows us the Mother of God in the 
midst of the disciples on the day of Pentecost, receiv- 
ing with them the Holy Spirit, who was communicat- 
ed to each of them as a distinct cloven tongue of fire 
This agrees with the testimony of the Acts (i. 14; 
ii. 1). After the Ascension the apostles ‘continued to 
gether with one accord in prayer, with the women, 
and with Mary the Mother of Jesus, and with his 
brethren.” “They were all together with one accord 
in one place on the day of Pentecost.” The Mother 
of God received, with the Church, the last and only 
thing she lacked, so that she might grow “into a per- 
fect man, to the measure of the stature of the fulness 


of Christ” (Eph. iv. 13). 
v 


She who by the power of the Holy Spirit received 
the divine Person of the Son of God into her womb, 
now receives the Holy Spirit, as he is sent by the Son. 
The two descents of the Holy Spirit upon the Holy 
Virgin may be compared, in one sense, to the two 
communications of the Spirit to the apostles, one on 
the evening of the day of Resurrection and the other 
on the day of Pentecost. The first of these conferred 
on the apostles the power to bind and to loose; this 
is a function independent of their subjective quali- 
ties; it is closely due to the divine decree which sel- 
ects them to play this particular part in the life of the 
Church. The second communication of the Spirit, at 
Pentecost, gave to each of the receivers the possibili- 
ty of realizing his or her own personal sanctity; that 
will always depend on subjective personal conditions. 
But the two communications of the Spirit, that which 
is functional and that which is personal, are mutually 
complementary. One can see this in the apostles and 
their successors: no one can fulfill his function in the 
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Church well, unless he is striving to acquire holiness ; 
on the other hand, it is hard for any one to attain 
holiness if he neglects the function in which God has 
placed him. The two should coincide more and more 
as life goes on; one’s function (or vocation) nor- 
mally becomes a way by which one acquires selfless- 
ness and personal sanctity. We can see something 
analogous in the otherwise unique instance of the 
Mother of God: the objective function of her divine 
maternity, in which she was placed on the day of her 
Annunciation, will be her personal way of sanctification 
She will realize in her consciousness, and in all her per 
sonal life, the meaning of the fact of her having carried 
in her womb and having nourished at her breast the Son 
of God. It is thus that the words of Christ which appear 
to abase his Mother, in comparison with the Church, 
receive their true meaning as words spoken in supreme 
praise of her; blessed is she who not only was the Moth- 
er of God but also realized in her person the degree of 
holiness corresponding to that unique function. The per- 
son of the Mother of God is exalted more than her func- 
tion, and the completion of her holiness receives more 
praise than its beginning. 

The function of the divine maternity has been ful- 
filled in the past; but the Holy Virgin, still on earth 
after the Ascension of her Son, remains, as much as 
ever, the Mother of him who, in his glorious humanity, 
is seated at the right hand of the Father, ‘far above all 
principalities and powers and dominions, and above 
every name that can be named, not only in this world, 
but also in that which is to come” (Eph. i. 21). What 
degree of holiness, able to be realized here below, could 
possibly correspond to the unique relationship of the 
Mother of God to her Son, when as the Head of the 
Church he dwells in the heavenly places? Only the en- 
tire and total holiness of the Church, the complement of 
the glorified humanity of Christ, containing the pleni- 
tude of deifying grace, communicated ceaselessly since 
Pentecost to the Church by the Holy Spirit. The mem- 
bers of the Church can enter into a family relationship 
with Christ; they can be his “mother, brothers, and sis- 
ters” (Matt. xii. 50), in the measure of their accomp- 
lishment of their vocations. But only the Mother of God, 
through whom the Word was made flesh, will be able 
to receive the plenitude of grace and to attain an unlimit- 
ed glory, by realizing in her person all the holiness of 
which the Church is capable. 


vi 


The Son of God came down from heaven and was 
made man through the Holy Virgin, in order that men 
might be able to rise to deification by the grace of the 
Holy Spirit. “To have by grace what God has by na- 
ture’: that is the supreme vocation of created beings and 
the final destiny to which the sons of the Church aspire 
here below, the destiny of the Church in history. This 
destiny is already reached in the divine person of Christ, 
the Head of the Church, risen and ascended. If the 
Mother of God could truly realize, in her human and 
created person, the sanctity which corresponds to her 
unique role, then she cannot have failed to attain here 
below by grace all that her Son had by his divine nature. 
But, if it be so, then the destiny of the Church and the 


world has already been reached, not only in the uncreat- 
ed person of the Son of God but also in the created per- 
son of his Mother. That is why St. Gregory Palamas 
calls the Mother of God “the boundary between the 
created and the uncreated.’’ Beside the incarnate divine 
hypostasis there is a deified human hypostasis. 


We have said above that in the person of the Mother 
of God it is possible to see the transition from the holi- 
ness of the Old Testament to the holiness of the Church. 
But, if the all-Holy Mother of God has reached and con- 
summated the holiness of the Church, and all holiness 
which is possible for a created being, we are now con- 
cerned with yet another transition: that is the transition 
from the world of becomings and historical destinies to 
the eternity of the Eighth Day, the passage from the 
Church to the Kingdom of God. This last glory of the 
Mother of God, the eschaton realized in a created per- 
son before the end of the world, places the Mother of 
God, now in this time, beyond death, beyond the resur- 
rection, and beyond the Last Judgement. She participates 
in the glory of her Son, reigns with, him, presides at his 
side over the destinies of the Church in time, and inter- 
cedes on behalf of all before him who will come again 
to judge the quick and the dead. 

This supreme transition, by which the Mother of God 
rejoins her Son in his celestial glory, is celebrated by 
the Church on the day of the Feast of the Assumption; 
on that day the Church thinks of a death which, accord- 
ing to her inner conviction, could not but have been 
followed by the corporal resurrection and ascension of 
the Most-holy One. It is hard to speak and not less hard 
to think about the mysteries which the Church keeps in 
the hidden depths of her inner consciousness. Here 
every uttered word can seem crude; every attempt at for- 
mulation can seem sacrilegious. The authors of ‘the apoc- 
ryphal writings often alluded imprudently to mysteries 
about which the Church had maintained a prudent sil- 
ence, for the sake of the salvation of those outside the 
Church. The Mother of God was never a theme of the 
public preaching of the apostles; while Christ was 
preached on the housetops, and proclaimed for all to 
know in an initiatory teaching addressed to the whole 
world, the mystery of his Mother was revealed only to 
those who were within the Church, the faithful who 
had received the sayings of Christ and were pressing 
towards “the high calling of God in Christ Jesus’ (Phil. 
iii. 14). It is not so much an object of faith as a foun- 
dation of our hope, a fruit of faith, ripened in tradition. 

Let us therefore keep silence, and let us not try to 
dogmatize about the supreme glory of the Mother of 
God. Let us not be too loquacious, like the Gnostics, who 
wanted to say far more than it was needful to say, be- 
cause they had mingled their heretical tares with the 
pure wheat of the Christian tradition. Let us rather 
listen to St. Basil when he described that which apper- 
tains to tradition by saying that it was ‘‘an unpublishable 
and ineffable teaching, which was preserved by our fath- 
ers in silence, so as to be inacessible to all curiosity or 
indiscretion, for they had been healthily instructed how 
to protect, by silence, the holiness of the mystery. It 
would not be proper to publish in writing the teaching 
given about things which ought not to be seen by the 
eyes of the uninitiated. Apart from that, the reason for 
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an unwritten tradition is that many people who often 
inspect what is contained in these teachings are in dan- 
ger of losing their veneration for the things concerned 
by becoming used to them. For there is a difference be- 
tween teaching and public preaching. Teachings are to 
be kept in silence; public preaching is to be made mani- 
fest. A certain obscurity in the language of the scrip- 
tures is another way of keeping silence; thus the mean- 


ing of the teachings is made harder to understand, for 
the benefit of those who read them.” 

If the teaching about the Mother of God appertains 
to tradition, it is only through our experience of life in 
the Church that we can adhere to the unlimited devotion 
which the Church offers to the Mother of God; the de- 
gree of our adhesion to this devotion will be the measure 
of the extent to which we belong to the body of Christ. 





ORTHODOX and CATHOLIC 


Long ago, in the early days of the Chureh, the 
number of Christian believers began to grow larger 
and larger, and the Bishops of the Church had to see 
to it that the new Christians were properly taught 
abaut their religion. Everybody knew that the 
Bishops were the ones who held the true faith in 
their keeping, and the Bishops tried hard to make 
everybody understand just what was meant by 
the Church and its teachings. 


These Fathers of the Church used two. words 
to describe the Church and the true faith which 
it taught. These words were ’’Orthodox‘‘ and 
‘*Catholic.’’ The word ‘‘Orthodox’’ means in the 
Greek language ‘‘the right belief.’’ An orthodox 
person is one who holds the right belief about the 
Christian religion. St. Justin the Martyr speaks of 
those persons who hold the true faith as being the 
‘‘orthodox.’’ St. Justin died about 165 A. D., and 
he is an early witness to the fact that the real 
Christians were known as Orthodox. Because the 
Eastern Christians held so firmly to the faith of 
Christ’s Apostles, they were widely known as the 
‘*Orthodox’’, or ‘‘true believers.”’ 

With the passage of the years, the Christian 
faith spread over parts of what we now as Europe. 
It became customary to speak of the Church as 
**Catholie’’ or ‘‘Universal’’, which is one common 
meaning of the Greek word ‘‘ Catholic.’’ The Greeks 
thought of their Orthodox Faith as being the whole 
of the truth; they thought of it as being open to 
everybody, everywhere, always. They thought of 
the whole world, or as we might say, the ‘‘uni- 
verse’’, as being part of a great Divine plan, in 
which the part mankind was to play was set forth 
in the Orthodox Faith. 

The Greeks, who knew their language better 
than anyone else did, managed to transmit their 
idea of the word ‘‘Catholic’’ to the pagans whom 
they converted to Christianity. In the Western 
parts of the world, the Christians did not know so 
much about the Greek language, and came to have 
a different idea of the meaning of the word 


‘**Catholic.’’ The new Christians of the West came 
to associate the idea of the Catholic Church and 
the Catholic Faith with the Church and faith of 
the Bishop of Rome, whose missionaries brought 
them knowledge of the Gospel of Christ. In time, 
they came to call their chureh ‘‘Roman Catholic’’, 
for they knew next to nothing about the Orthodox 
Greek Catholics and their strict interpretation of 
the Apostolic Faith, and so accepted what Rome 
gave them. 

As time went on, the Roman Church strayed 
away from the ancient Orthodox Catholic Faith; 
and the farther away she strayed, the more she 
and her leader the Pope or Bishop of Rome, became 
convinced that she alone was right. Finally, some 
nine hundred years ago, the Roman Church was 
no longer able to get along with her older Orthodox 
sister in the East and a quarrel took place. No- 
body is apt to like people who tell them about 
their mistakes! The Orthodox Greeks reproached 
the Latins for their failure to maintain the Ortho- 
dox Faith while the Latins were angry because 
the Greeks did not have the same high opinion of 
the Bishop of Rome that they themselves did. 
Beeause of this, the Greeks and Latins ceased to 
have formal relations with each other; the Greeks 
went on as before, holding fast to the Orthodox 
Faith, even as now; the Latins increased in loyalty 
to their proud leader regardless of whether he was 
right or wrong, even as now. 

We should be proud to call ourselves ‘‘Ortho- 
dox Catholies,’’ in order to let people know that 
we hold the ancient Apostolic Faith, which alone 
is true, which alone is the right belief. We put our 
faith in the right, knowing that it Is bound to 
prevail; we realize to the full the meaning of the 
word ‘‘Orthodox’’ and ‘‘Catholice’’, as they were 
understood by the Holy Fathers of the Chureh who 
first used them. Other people use the names of 
cities or of people to show the kind of religion 
they have; we use the words which tell the world 
that we hold the true faith; we are ORTHODOX 
CATHOLICS. 
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